A Plan to Gain Publ Support for Native Trout
Regtoration by Improving Sport Fishing
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sial. . Local governments, resource managers, special interest groups, and
anglers have expressedconcern over the consequences of expanding popula-
tions of any species which could be potentially listed under the Endangered
Species Act. The coricerns of governments, managers, and organizedgroups
have been addressed through their inclusion in work groups which have
developed formal conservation agreements, completed plans to satisfy state
law, and conductedNational EnvironmentalPolicy Act processes. The general
anglingpublichas, forthe mostpart, notbeenhighlyinvolvedin planningefforts
and isoften apprehensivewhennativetroutconservationprojectsare proposed.
Anglers often view such projects as conflicting with popular sport fisheries for
nonnative trout. Because public supportis essentialto continued conservation
efforts, a strategic plan to build angler support should be a part of any
conservationplanorrecoveryeffort. InsouthernUtah, thatplanincludestheuse
of native trout to improve sport fisheriesin areas which presently contain poor
3 fisheries for nonnative brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis). Between 1969 and
1982, rotenone was used to eliminate stunted brook trout from three lakes on
Boulder Mountain. These waters were subsequently stocked with nonnative
cutthroat trout, with a resulting increase in the mean size of trout available to
anglers. Similarprojects are planned at as many as 16 waters in southernUtah
where fisheries of stunted brook trout will be replaced with locally native
Bonneville and Colorado River cutthroattrout (Oncorhynchus clarki utah and O.
C. pleuriticus, respectively), which are now available from wild brood stocks.

; Abstract — Effortsto conserve native, trout in Utah have often been controver-
2

INTRODUCTION

Fishery managersinwesternstatesarefacedwith
thedilemma of maintainingsport fishingrecreation
for popular nonnativetrout while at the sametime
conserving and expanding native cutthroat trout
populations in an attempt to prevent the need to
federallylist thesesubspeciesunder theEndangered
SpeciesAct (ESA). Theseobjectivescanbeinconflict
when thefishing public perceivesthat popul ar sport
fisheriesarebeing jeopardizedby nativetrout resto-
ration projects. Within southern Utah, sport fish
conflicts on restoration projectsfor Bonnevilleand
Colorado River cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki

! The authors are the Aquatic Program Manager and Regional
Biologists, respectively, for the Southern Reglon Utah Divislon of
Wildlife Resources, P.O. Box 606, Cedar City, Utah 84720 E-mail:
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utah and O. ¢ pleuriticus, respectively) conducted
over the past 24 yearswerelargely avoided by re-
stricting projects to small isolated streams where
little fishing pressure occurred. Nevertheless, as
restoration programs have grown, become more
publicized, and expandedintolarger drainagesthat
containpopul ar sport fisheries, thepotential forcon
flict hasincreased. Conflicts have been minimized
withlocal governments, |and managementagencies,
and organizedgroupsby theinclusiond thesegroups
in the development o State plans, Conservation
Agreements, and Nationa Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) processesasthey pertain tonativetrout,but
the majority d anglers are not involved in such
effortsand someanglersremain apprehensive.
Futuresuccessand directiond nativetrout resto-
ration projectswill be largely dependent on public
support. Fisherymanagement plansfor theBoulder
Mountain, insouth-central Utah, include the use of
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native trout to improve fishing in small lakes and
thereby gainsupportand credibilitywithsport fish
anglers. Approximately 80 small lakes, reservoirs,
and ponds are managed as sport fisheries on the
Boulder Mountain, many o which provide excep-
tional fishing for brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis).
Up to 16 o these lakes and ponds, however, are
beingcons deredfor renovation wherestuntedbrook
trout have failed to provide acceptable levels d
sportfishing. Theplanisintendedtoimprovesport
fishing on Boulder Mountain without impacting
popular sport fishing waters, and includesthe ex-
panded used nativetroutsasasecondary benefit.
The purpose d this paper is to describe the plan,
including the affected resource and expected ben-
efits, particularly asit applies to native cutthroat
trout.

PROJECT AREA

The Boulder Mountain, technically named the
Aquarius Plateau on U.S Geologicd survey maps,
includesheadwatersd the Fremont River drainage
on its north and east dopes, the Escdante River
drainage on the south and east dopes, and asmall
portiond the East Fork Sevier River drainageonthe
west dope. The project area includes the Teasdale
and EscdanteRanger districtsd the Dixie National
Forest. Colorado River cutthroat trout are native to
the Fremont and Escaante River drainage and
Bonneville cutthroat trout are native to the Sevier
River drainage. Remnant populationsd Colorado
River cutthroat trout arefound infiveisol ated head-
water tributariesto the EscadanteRiver drainageon
the Boulder Mountain (Hepworth et d. in press).
Oneremnant popul ationd Bonneville cutthroat trout
is located on Boulder Mountain in the East Fork
Sevier River drainage (Hepworthet al. 1997), and no
remnant populations d native cutthroat trout are
presently known from the Fremont River drainage
on Boulder Mountain.

Geologically, Boulder M ountai ni sarelatively pro-
ductivebasalt and sandstoneformationthat extends
toelevationsover 3350 m(msl). Numerouslakesand
ponds, generdly <24 hainsizearefoundbothontop
of the plateau and around the mountain just under
the rim d the plateau. Sport fisheries have been
developed in many d these watersaswell asin a
number d small irrigation storage reservoirs that
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were congtructed 40-60 years ago. Because o the
generd remotenessd thelocation, the plateau wag
not explored until 1872 and the Escdante River wag
noted as thelast large river drainage added to the
mapd thecontinental United States (Stegner 1954),
Stockingd nonnativetroutswasfirstrecordedinthe
1940s and sport fishing thereafter became popular,
Many remotelakeswerefirststocked by pack horse
or arplane, which are still the primary means of
stockingmany d theselakestoday.

Despiteintroducti onsof rainbow trout(O. mykiss),
brown trout (Salmo trutta), and nonnative cutthroat
trout (primarily the Y elowstone subspecies O. ¢,
bowviai), Boulder Mountain is most notable for its
exceptiona brook troutfishing. Brook troutintheQ.7
tol.4kg rangearecommon, and somebrook troutin
excessd 23 kg are harvested almost every year.
Boulder Mountainlakesaregenerally moreproduc-
tivethanmany other al pinelakes, especidly thosein
graniticformations. Whenfingerling-size(> 75mm)
brook trout arestocked at therated 125fishper ha,
growth can exceed an averaged 05 kg per fishin a
year, with some fish exceeding 20 kg by the third
summer (surviving two winters). Mean condition
(K ) for brook trout populations can exceed 1.3.
Br8ok trout are often larger then other nonnative
trouts, including cutthroat trout within the same
lake. The Utahstaterecordbrook troutisa3.4kgfish
caught on Boulder Mountainin1971.

Althoughbrook trout havebeensuccessfulinmany
Boulder Mountain locations, they have over-popu-
latedinsomewatersand stunted. Natural reproduc-
tion hasbeen so extensivein somelakes that brook
trout donotexcesdatotd length(TL) df 260 mm, and
in some lakes brook trout have a mean condition
factor aslow as0.86. At | east ninerotenonetreatment
projectshave been conducted on Boulder Mountain
lakes containing stunted brook trout populations
between 1969 and 1984 (Tablel).

Treatment projects either temporarily reduced
brook trout numbers and improved growth, or al-
lowed complete replacement d brook trout with
nonnative cutthroat trout. Because cutthroat trout
reproduced to a lesser extent than brook trout (or
werestocked in controllednumbers) and because of
the general high productivity d thelakes, restored
fisheriesproduced larger trout than under pre-treat-
ment conditions. Increased recreationoccurred after
treatment at dl renovated lakes.




—
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Tablel —Waters treated for stuntedbrook trout on Boulder Mountaln andresults, 1869-1984. Results: Complete kill = eradication of all
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brooktroutsuccessful; Incomplete kil = eradlcation of allbrook trout unsuccessful; Planned partlal kifl =no attempt made toremove

all brook trout.

Water Year Results Comments

Crescent Lake 1969 Completekill Good fishingt 0 present for cutthroat trout.

Fish Creek Res 1970 Incomplete kill Good fishingfor about 3 years for brook bout.
Beaver Dam Res 1970 Planned partial ki Good fishing for about 10 years for brook trout.
Round WillowRes 1971 Incomplete kill Good fishing for about 3 years for brook bout

Oak Creek Res 1973 Complete kill Good fishingt 0 present. *

ShortLake 1982 Incomplete kill Good fishing for about 3 years for brook bout.
Moseman Lake 1982 Complete kill Good fishing to present for cutthroat trout.

Flsh Creek Res 1984 Planned partial kil Good fishing for about 3 years for brook bout.
Beaver Dam Res 1984 Planned partiaf kill Dedlining but good fishing to present for brook trout.

* Good fishing until about 1990 for cutthroat trout but brook trout were afterwards found In the reservelr, possiblyfrom an Incorrect

aerial fish stocking, and the fishery ISnow declining.

METHODS USED TO DEVELOP THE
PROJECT

Publicinvol vementintheproposedBoul der M oun-
tain project occurred from its inception. Part of
formal publicoversightd theUtahDivisond Wild-
lifeResources(UDWR)includesfiveRegiona Wild-
life Advisory Councils (RAC), each representinga
different geographic area and composed o 13 pri-
vateciti zensrepresentingdiversesegmentsd public
interest. Theproposed fishery management planfor
the Boulder Mountain was initiated as a result of
publiccommentsmadeat a1998 southernRAC meet-
ing. Concernswere expressed about perceived in-
creasesinfishing pressureand declinesin quality of
fishing on Boulder Mountain. The southern RAC
advised UDWR tostudy thesituationfor ayear and
makerecommendations. Atthe1999southernRAC
meetingUDWR madearecommendationtodevel op
aplan to renovate stunted brook trout fisherieson
Boulder Mountain, and at the 2000 meeting thefor-
mal plan was approved by the southern RAC.

Because the project area is within national forest
lands, NEPA processeswereenactedtoalow review
and approval d chemical rotenone treatments and
construction d fish migration barriers. The NEPA
processwas conducted during 2000 alongwith state
review processes and included publicationd legal
notices in local newspapers, mailing d over 600

lettersto potentially interested parties, key contacts
withlocal county commissioners, and eventual writ-
ingand publicreview of an Environmental Analysis
(EA; Chamberlain 2000). Public attention al so was
drawn to the EA by articlesin loca and state-wide
newspapers, magazines, and radio shows.

TheEA included plansto treat up to 18lakesover
a&year periodstartinginfall 2001. Two-four lakes
areplannedto be treated per year. Lakesaresched-
uled to betreated twice (oncea year on consecutive
years) to increase the probability  complete re-
moval o brook trout. Several o thelakesintheplan
presently offer marginal fishing. Two d the mar-
gind lakes have been treated in the past and have
sinceprovided good fishing, but condition and size
d brook trout has declined and is expected to get
worseasoverall number d brook trout continue to
increase. Waterswhicharecurrently providingsome
sport fishing are scheduled for treatment near the
end d the6-year period, and will only be treated if
existing fisheries decline to an unacceptabl e condi-
tion (generally when maximum brook trout length
doesnot exceed 290 mm TL or mean conditionis <
1.00).

To determine which lakes should be included in
theplan, mostbrook troutfisherieson Boulder Moun-
tain thought to contain stunted fish or marginal
fisherieswere surveyed during 1999 (Table 2). For
comparison,anumberd otherlakeswithmorepopu-
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Table 2— Brooktrout statlstles, sport flsh status, and management classification of waters surveyed durlng 1999. Status: Stunted =
< 1.0 or maximum length € 290mm Tt; Marginal=K; >0.99 and < 1.15 or maximum length < 360 mm Tt; Quality =K, > 1.14 ancf
maxlmum length > 359 mm TL. Management classlfication: Conservation populatlon = CP; Sport fish populatlon=SF.

Number Hours giil- Mean Source of

Lake, reservoir, or  Area fishin netted Meanlength weight trout (wild Status and

pond (ha) sample (numbernets)  (mm) (range) (@ Kn  orstocked) Classification
Bear Creek Pond 07 . 54 20(1) 271 (206-352) 210 1.01 Wild Marginal SF
BeaverDam Res 54 56 18.5(1) 307 (200-461) 341 1.10 wild Marglnal *1 SF
Blue Lake (GT) 28 23 22.0(1) 281 (174-327) 228 1.00 Stocked Marginal SF
Blue Lake (NC) 0.6 30 1.3(1) l 226 (1 91 -279) 100 0.87 Wild Stunted'l SF
Bullberry Lake #1 0.2 15 1.3(1) 239 (183-287) 153 1.06 Wild Stunted2 SF
Bullberry Lake #4 04 16 1.0(1) 227 (199-261) 102 0.86 wild Stunted *2 SF
Chuck Lake 21 27 18.0(1) 259 (223-295) 223 1.26 Stocked Marginal SF
Cooks Lake 4.6 13 16.0 (1) 246 (189-320) 166 1.02 Stocked Marginal SF
DonkeyLake 9.3 99 19.0(1) 260 (155-354) 221 1.05 wild Marginal *1 SF
Fish Creek Res 10.4 30 23(1) 270 (171-305) 177 0.88 Wild Stunted *1 SF
Heart Lake (N) 0.2 18 1.0(1) "239 (193-273) 129 0.93 wild Stunted *1 SF
Heart Lake (S) 0.1 22 1.0(1) 219 (163-254) 103 0.97 wild Stunted *1 SF
Joe Lay Res 14 28 18.0(1) 281 (193-425) 266 1.20 Stocked Quality SF
McGath Lake ©19.2 16 18.0(1) 390 (221-490) 779 1.36 Stocked Quality SF
Oak Creek Res 15.0 62 14.0(2) 326 (188-410) 439 1.14 Wild Marginal*1 SF
Pacer Lake 8.3 55 13.5(2) 320 (230-435) 456 1.28 Stocked Quality SF
Pine Creek Res 1.3 96 21.0(1) 246 (159-335) 164 0.97 Wwild Stunted *1 CP
Purple Lake 5.8 36 18.0 (1) 307 (235-380) 315 1.02 Stocked Marginai SF
Raft Lake 5.4 14 20.0(1) 318 (235-365) 420 - 1.22 Stocked Quality SF
Robs Res 0.8 30 1.3(1) 249 (189-297) 151 0.95 Wwild Stunted *1 CP
Round Willow Res 34 47 20(1) 222 (202-289) 97 0.89 wild Stunted'2 CP
Short Lake 0.7 30 20(1) 239 (162-282) 145 1.01 wild Stunted *1 SF
Solitaire Lake 1.9 34 1.0(1) ‘ 237 (211-257) 17 0.87 Wild Stunted *1 SF
Surveyors Lake 1.7 23 19.0(1) 280 (203-341) 238 1.03 Stocked Marglnal SF
Tall Four Lake 0.3 21 12.0(1) 295 (147-403) 444 1.23 wild Quality CP

'1. Water consldered for treatmentto remove wild brook trout population.
'2. Water considered for treatment to remove wild brook trout population along with interconnected pond or reservoir not listed in

survey.

lar brook trout fisheriesalso weresurveyed. Trout
popul ationsweresampled in 26 |akes using experi-
mental gill nets. An attempt was madeto captureat
least 30 fish per lake and record TL, weight, and
condition for each fish. At the smaller Heart and
Bullberry lakeswhere aseriesd ponds were inter-
connected, samples werecombinedamongponds for
atotal o 30fish. At Tall Four Lake the samplewas
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limited to 21 brook trout becaused its devel opment
for brood stock o native cutthroat trout. Data on
brook trout size and condition were used to rank
watersand list their status as stunted, marginal, or
quality. In addition, physical data on lake area,
depth, and volume was measured, and information
wascollected onlakeinflowsand outflows, thepres-
enced other fish gpeciesbesidesbrook trout, occur-




renced natural fish migration barriers, and connec-
tivity d streamsand lakes. Physica datawere used
todeterminethefeasibilityd treatment projectsand
the extent to which lakes and connected streams
should be treasted. Lakes where treatments were
feasiblewereclassfiedin regard to nativecutthroat
troutrestorationaseither' conservationpopulaions'™
or "sport fish populations” (Lentsch et al. 1997,
Lentsch and Converse1997). Conservationpopula
tionsaremanagedspecificalyfor preservationd the
soecies, but not usualy to the exclusion of sport
fishing, whilesport fish populationsof native cut-
throat trout are maintai ned by stocking.

Streams proposed for treatment and analyzed in
theEA includedsectionsassociated with lakes where
brook trout need to be completely removed to pre-
vent thesel akesfrombeingrepopul ated, and which
will beimportant for natural recruitment d native
trout. Fish migration barrierswill beconstructed at
several sites to prevent brook trout or other nonna-
tivetroutsfromgaining accessbackintotrested areas
and to expand areas where native trout can be re-
established. Migration barrierswill be constructed
fromlocalrocks andboulderstoformfallsf 1.5t025
m that will prevent upstream movementd fish.

FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLANS

Cutthroat trout will be restocked into trested wa:
tersfrom alocdly native brood stock d Colorado
River cutthroat trout devel oped &t Dougherty Basin
L ake(located on Boulder Mountain; Hepworthet al .
2000a) and a native brood stock d Bonnevillecut-
throat trout devel oped at Manning Meadow Reser-
voir (located in southern Utah; Hepworth et d.
2000b). The appropriatesubspecieswill bestocked
into its native range depending on whether treated
waters are located in either the Colorado River or
Bonnevillebasin. ColoradoRiver cutthroat troutwill
be used most extensively becauseall project waters
except onelakeand stream arewithin the Colorado
River basin.

Classifying |lakes as "' conservation populations”
was based on the availability d spawning habitat
and lake connectivity to streamscapabledf sustain-
ing cutthroat trout populations. Of the 18 lakes
cons dered candidatesfor treatment, four areplanned
to be managed as conservation populationsfor na-
tivecutthroat trout (Table2). Theseinclude Round
and Long Willow Bottoms reservoirsat the head of
Twitchell Creekin theEscd anteRiverdrainage(Colo-
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rado River cutthroat trout), Pine Creek Reservoir at
theheadd PineCreekintheFremont Riverdrainage
(ColoradoRivercutthroat trout) ,and RobsReservoir
at the head of Center Creek in the Eagt Fork Sevier
River drainage(Bonnevillecutthroat trout). Inaddi-
tion, conservationpopul ationswill includeabout 27
km d renovated streams (6.8, 12.1, and 85 km of
Twitchell, Pine, and Center creks, respectively).
Natural barrierswill prevent movement d nonna-
tivetroutbackintoCenter Creekand partd Twitchell
Creek. Congtruction of an additional barrier on
Twitchell Creek will nearly doublethelengthdf this
stream managed exclusively for native trout. Con-
struction d a barrier upstream from a de-watered
sectiond PineCreek will prevent upstream move-
mentd nonnativetrout intot hi s sreamduringnon-
irrigationperiodsd theyear whenstreamflowsare
seasonally restored.

Several additional lakesin the plan (such asShort
Lakeand BlueLake NC, Table2) could support self-
sustaining populations d nativeCol oradoRiver cut-
throat trout if habitat improvementswere made to
establishspawningareas. Theselakeswill bestocked
withColoradoRiver cutthroattrout, or sterilehybrid
tiger trout (femaebrown trout x mae brook trout)
and splake (femalelake trout S namaycush x mae
brook trout), allowingthi s optionfor future consid-
eration.

The remainder d the renovated lakes will not
likely support self-sustaining populationsd wild
trout (asidefrom brook trout) and areplanned to be
periodically stocked as needed with fingerling-size
ColoradoRiver cutthroat trout or tiger trout, splake,
and rainbow trout to maintainsport fisheries. The
sport fishingbenefitsd using native trout in appro-
priate waters will be evident by improved fishing
compared to pretreatment conditions. Tiger trout
and splakehavesomecharacteristicssimilartobrook
trout, will offer variety, and can be managed-by
stockingwithout over-crowdingor hybridizingwith
nativefishes. Rainbow trout will bestocked asalast
option in areaswhere they will not threaten native
trout and if other speciesarenot available.

DISCUSSION

Overdl,support for the projectamonganglershas
beenmixed withsomefishermenexpressingadesire
forexpanded used nativecutthroat troutand others
indicating a continued preference for brook trout.
Themgjority d anglershaveexpressedlittleopinion,
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butsomeanglersdonot bdievethat |akerenovations

will berestricted to stunted brook trout populations
andfed that even thebest brook trout fisheriesmight
betreated. Publicscepticismexistsover used native
cutthroattroutbecaused their" senstive' statusand
potentialforlistingunder theESA. Someangl ersfear
that increased stocking of nativecutthroat troutinto
new areaswill resultinadditi onalland management
restrictions, including reductions in sport fishing
opportunities with more regulatory closures and
special rules.

An important objective d the plan for Boulder
Mountain is to eventually dispel angler concerns
about native trout by using nativefish to improve
fishing, and at thesametimemai ntainother popul ar
fisheriesfornonnativetrout. Theuniqueappearance
of Colorado River cutthroat trout should help pro-
motetheir use and popularity. Locd fishermenare
not generallyfamiliarwith Colorado River cutthroat
trout becaused their scarcity during thelast haf of
the twentieth century. Anglers are more familiar
withnonnativetrouts,includingnonnativecutthroat
trout that have been widely introduced. Colorado
River cutthroat trout are more colorful than most
other subspecies of cutthroat trout (Behnke 1992),
with larger and older males typically displaying
brilliant orangeand red ventral regionsthat extend
from the dash marks under the jaw posterior to the
anal fin Increased interest among fisherman has
already becomeevidentinafew southern Utahloca-
tionswhere angling occursfor thesefish, with pos-
tivecommentsmadeabout their distinctappearance.
If theprojectisimplementedinfall of 2001, improved
fishing could result at several locations by fall of
2003.

Complete.eradication d brook trout has not al-
ways been achieved with past treatment projects
whenonly asingleapplicationd rotenonewasmade
(Teble1). Treatments planned under the proposed
project includeapplicationsd rotenoneon two con-
secutive years to increase the probability of com-
pletely removing brook trout. Experience on Boul-
der Mountain lakes and other treatment projects
haveshown that incompl etekillsusually resultfrom
missing young trout that are still located in dose
proximity tospawningareaswherethereisan abun-
dance of spring water. A second treatment after
young fish have grown to larger sizes and moved
outside d spawning areas is usudly effectivein
making contact between the remaining fishand the
toxicant.
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Inthepast, nativetrout conservationprojectsoften
depended ontransplantingafewhundredwildtrout
per year. Wild brood stocksd locally native trout
fromsouthernUtahhaveincreased suppliesd hatch-
ery cultured nativetroutand dlowed expanded con-
servationand sport fishprogramsfor Bonnevilleand
Colorado River cutthroat trout. Although trans-
plantsarestill animportant partd restorationefforts
and are used to replicategpecific wild populations,
large numbers o native trout produced from wild
brood stocks make larger projectspossible. For ex-
ample, larger drainagesthat includeinterconnected
lakes and streamscan now beconsidered for native
trout restorati onwithout requiringexcessveamounts
of timebetween removal of nonnative fishesand re-
establishment o sport fisheriesfor nativefish. In
addition, hatchery productionof sterilehybridssuch
astiger trout and splake haveadded other optionsto
nativetroutmanagement. Evenif sufficientnumbers
d native trout are not immediately available to re-
stock renovated aress, sterilehybridscan be tempo-
rarily stockedfor recreati onal purposesand canthen
be phased out as native cutthroat trout re-colonize
areas and increase in abundance through natural
reproduction. Also, the option exists to routinely
stock limited portions o adrainagewithsteriletrout

‘to sati sfy sport fish recreationa demands, whilenot

jeopardizingnativetrout that occupy other partsd a
drainage. Nevertheless, changes in management
need to beimplementedin waystoedlicitsupport for
native trout programsrather than opposition.
Additional native trout restoration projects on
Boulder M ountain that arein progressincludehabi-
tat improvementson Ranch Creek, thesinglestream
with a remnant population d Bonneville cutthroat
trout on Boulder Mountain (Wheder 2000) and the
expansion and protection of three remnant popul a-
tions of Colorado River cutthroat trout on Boulder
Mountain (Ottenbacher 1999). Also, transplants o
Colorado River cutthroat trout were made into
Dougherty BasanLakeand Tall Four Lakeon Boulder
M ountain, including ashort section of interconnect-
ingstream, in order todevelopawild brood stock of
nativetrout. Noned theseprojects however, had or
will have mgor impactson popular sport fisheries.
The proposed Boulder Mountain project provides
an opportunity to expand naturally reproducing
nativecutthroat trout into several lakesand streams,
while at thesametimeimprovingsport fishing. We
believe thisis a positive and efficient management
plan that doesnot requireseparate nativeand sport

!
|



fishmanagementefforts, nordoesitcreateconflict by
replacing popular sport fisheries with native fish.
Theproject will promote nativecutthroat trout asan
important sport fish and hopefully, create support
for additional projects.
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